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Remarks 

Vpplioanf s Vcem thanks Hammer Dcsai and ^.Pd Nh-nh* u>r the opportune to 
discuss the outstanding rejection in a telephone interview on October 5, 2006. No agreement, was 
reached, hoi ! summer i Vsai and S.P.h Morris agreed m further consider the the aiguments and 
amendments presented with this Response, if the Examiner finds this Response in any way 
inconsistent with the interview, he is invited to contact Applicant's Agent to discuss any issues 
raised. 

* - id 6 to 34 are pendi ! lain ; u b< i met ed 4o < ; ms have been 

added. No claims have been withdrawn from consideration. Claims 1, 2, 4, 10 and 24 are 
am do. -> I unci ! u a < elan I m;o v lound on page 3, lines 31-32. Basis for the 
amendment to claim 2 may be found on page 5, line 3 1 to page 6, line 1. Basis for the 
amendment to claim 4 may be found in original cliam 5. Basis for the amendment to claim 10 
may be round on page 8, lines 1 1 to 19. 

§ 1 12 Rejections 

Claims 13 and 14 stand rejected under 35 USC § 112, second paragraph, as being 
fij nit o , ^ i > vi ai ^ point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
Applicants regard as the invention. The Office Action states that '"the Applicant should further 
define the structure of the core thai, is critical or essential to the practice of die invention**. 

The rejection is traversed. Claim 13 refers to the multilayer article of claim 6 comprising 
the security substrate of claim 1 . a thermoplastic film layer, and "at least one core embedded in 
the thermoplastic dim layer*". Vpplieants have described the constructions from page >0. line .As 
to page 31 , fine 26, further described in Examples 7 and 8, and illustrated in figures 3 and 4. 
Briefly, each "core" element is a discreet polymer filament embedded in the thermoplastic film 
layer, which may be detected visually or electronically through the loam layer. In some described 
embodiments 'An core mas compose it thermopl i ti : polymet that h inherent!) colored, 
fluorescent, phosphorescent, color-shifting, or polarizing. For example, the core may comprise 
pi ^ 1 \ ie. which fit >resees undet t \ light I'hus n the later embodiment the 
core element may not be detectable by initial casual inspection, but a security substrate 
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containing the same would reveal the embedded core under UV light as a fluorescent element, 
Aliernately, such core elements may be detected by back-lighting, or in the case of cores 
>.ippi s i ! ? i k •> \-ir\ > 'n JeAu ok moam 

Applicant again assert that the term "core" understood by those skilled in. the art and is 
\ nit disclosure Vppltcanfis \gent further xdieves hat a sample o a 

seem in substrate containing a core was presented at the Inten ievs conducted at the i 1 I .< K on 
April i SA 2006 and was well understood by those present. Applicants respectfully request the 
rejection of claims 13 and 14, under 35 USC §112, second paragraph, be withdrawn, 

a d s w i pas rapb, as b c i nit for 

tailing to particularly point out and distinctly c in he s fw. i ter which \pwi u ud as 
the invention. Claim 10 recites "wherein said security element is revealed through a substantially 
transparent region in said foam layer". The Office Action queries "bow the security element is 
revealed. 

The w>o i-: u .v ci sod As Applicants have described on page 7, lines 7 to 1.3, the 
small eel rm k id to i ed 1 gin «. tie? there! nderin 1 team I aye w 

opaque. Embossing of the foam layer can significantly reduce the light scattering from the foam 
and foam cell/polymer dim interlaces, leading to translucent or substantially transparent areas, 
i.e. a window which reveals the thermoplastic film layer beneath the foam layer. Applicants have 
ii-trtl i esc bee embodiment ) em a dye or colorant i ddec U i hern o >iastk On lava 
ii aim nS><>\ e.i ' m lo.i vowt on \o i alb d t t m x mu m *AN to nv \ wm the 
colorat i the w Is > < < '1 i f ever, on en ing e x>tl >f the foam 

layers, a translucent or substantially transparent region is created and the colored film is revealed. 

Applicants Agent again believes that that a sample of a security substrate containing an 
umbo sin en \ -> sente si the intes ev\ nd eted * h P.T.O on April 1 8 m . 2006 and was 
well understood by those present. Applicants respectfully request the rejection o! claim 10. 
under 35 USC §112. second paragraph, be withdrawn. Although Applicants believe no 
amendment is necessary, claim 10 have been amended to recite the clause "in the thermoplastic 
film layer" tor the purpose of clarity. 
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1 102 Rejections 

Claims 1-4, 6-9, 11, 13, 16-21 and 23-34 stand rejected under 35 USC § 102(a) as being 
anticipated by, or n the alternative, undet $5 I SC § ]()3(i|as being unpatentabieovet WO 
' x f 6,468,4 \ \ he o ection - \ vc sed 1 art nd avoided in 

part, by amen esemed herei 

r (.k eh rim ow recites se< rrity eh ien vhicl nwid« isuai or 
electronic authentication of the security substrate"'. In the Interview of October 5 U \ all parties 
seemed to concur that the reference text does not contemplate such a limitation, as Perez ef ai. 

^ \t estion th. 1 the vis used lor 

•t.a urn n >! > \ h >J t k cuu w u m» at column 1.4, lines 22 1 

A ' recite s c ' n reference to a 11 bri hated surface, as the antecedent for the 
Wi.n m ' < e Ce- -amu.. sua 

Claim 2 has been amended lo recite the definition of "visual security element", which is 
iehhertm < - ^ 1 ? e reference prints, fibril latex cc printing/ « woul< 
> e in a rcu ersible predictable and reproducible manner by the application 

of hear or pressure, by variation in the angle of viewing, or by the adjustment of lighting 
conditions" 

With respect to claim 3, the Office Action asserts the libers to Perez, el. a), meet the 
limitation of a "visual security element". Applicants disagree, as the microfibers of the referenc 
are randomly oriented (as can be seen in the Figures), they cannot be relied upon to convey any 
information t the casua observe! in cor rust, \ppiicants contemj ate a fiber integral to 
eeuru\ w i l isiu.h d eUed to confer authentitlcatioa This is analogous to 

the col wed \hix s currently s currency. 

Chums 4 and 5 are directed to embossments. The Office Action asserts that, the cloth-lilA 
surface imparted by certain fibrillation process read on Applicant A tactile security elements. In 
response, the claims have been limited to visual and electronic security elements, and claim 5 hi 
been cancelled, and claim 4 amended to include the limitations of claim 5. in the Interview of 
October 50 it was appreciated that embossments may provide both tactile and visual security 
elements. In the latte? case, the embossment may provide a "window" u hied may reveal a 
security element otherwise concealed by the opaque foam, or the window per se might, be used 
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for authentifieaticm. This is Illustrates in Figures 1 and 2. which show the security element of 
Example . ; undet reflected and transmitted light respective!} Such security elements cannot be 
duplicated using a color copier. 

sh a o n * Uv! op ho ; a m ' ^ u v 1 v. 1 <1 1 v 1 I i 
layer. Claim 7 recites that the visual or electronic security element is integral to the film layer, 
while it is h I mhnerhm dm 8 f he < M'fk \et \ i\sert thai he release coating 

described by Perez et al. read on the instant construction. Applicants disagree. 

i lui; !" . v dsoruc u-.hu! from tat reference In the limitations o! claim 1, as 
>reviou i ez et al do no contemplate visual or electronic security elements. 

At column 16, lines 1 1 to 1.3, Perez et al teach that the fibril lated article may be provided with a 
release coating; i.e. a. coating lor providing adhesive release from an adhesive tape roil during 
unwind. The construction is described at reference column IS, lines 48 to 50 as adhesive 
lau-r baekmg la x elea-v hnci uhetc the backing n the fibril lated article. The reference 
pros ides no te > _ sat such a construction could be provided with "visual security elements'", 
integral io the llbrdiated foam layer, or the release liner layer. Particularly with regard to claim ?, 
there is no teaching of printing on the release layer of Perez et a). Further, although the "release 
liner ' of Perez may contain pigments, there is no teaching that such pigments could be used to 
provide visual authentication. Pigmented release coatings do not contemplate security elements. 

Claim 1 1 recites two security elements, which in registration, provide a visual security 
element Xpphe.u^ hm e provided a description of the registration of two elements on page 9, 
lines 16 to 26, One embodiment contemplated would be a security document, such as currency, 
hasuig a ci,n r n vcunt len v t „ i >•> I i i n s \t 

The first and second polarizing films are transparent, but by folding the currency so thai they are 
in re| n train n, 5 ; >et omes < paqt e 

In support of the rejection, the Office Action asserts that Perez et al. disclose fibers 'on 
p of eat K % j provides re ncee > y Ihnitatio s. Applicant isa n h term 
egistration r <. „ > prope alignment o position Phe rnicrofihers of Perez et al ire randomly 
oriented, and convey no information that may be used for authemification. However the fibers 
are position, the resulting article exhibits a random array. 
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Claim 13 recites a "core" embedded in the thermoplastic polymer layer. Applicants have 
previously argued, with respect to the rejection under 35 (JSC § 112, that the term is well 
described, and would be understood by those skilled in the art. 

In support of the rejection, the Examiner asserts that the pigmented release liner of Perez 
et ai. reads on the claimed core elements. Applicant's disagree, and not that such a construction is 
not an "embedded" security element, and does not convey any visual information for 
sutbeniific aim oscs. The pus n> ted const! iction is wthing m re that a colored release 
liner. 

On page 6 of the Office Action, the Examiner states (with reference to claim 14), that 
"although Perez does not explicitly teach core comprises a colored, phosphorescent, pearlescent 
or fluorescent polymer, it is know in the art to use fluorescent polymers as- pigments as evidenced 
by US 5,151.516 9column 10, Sines 27-31)." 

First. Applicant believe that the rejection should properly refer to claim 15, instead of 
claim 14. and that neither of claims 14 or 15 are listed on page 4, paragraph 1 1 as being rejected 
over Perez el al. 

Furthet n 5 refers to 'core vhicl a neit t ii J sed .no c ted b} the 
reference, as previously argued. Further, if one where to use fluorescent polymers as pigments, 
as suggested by the secondary reference, such a construction would not result in a core element 
having a fluorescent pigment, therein, but a fluorescent release liner. It is further not apparent, 
k* >ol ueri/ab e pen Hmide monomers of the secondary reference, which are 
polymerized into poiyacrylates and polyruethacryiatcs, would be suitable additives for the release 
liner of Perez et ah, and not deleteriousiy effect the release properties thereof. To the extent that 
Perez et al contemplate pigments, dyes are not pigments. 

Claim 17 and 1 8 am directed to embodiments where the cores arc provided by an 
'inclusion coex.trusior.0 process. The Office Action correctly notes these are product- by-process 
limitations, but gives no patentable weigh! to the limitation as the instant cores arc considered to 
be cquivaiesa a- sm wOasc liner ■.<;' Penm et a; 

ez et al < ^ u ,0 si e-ge i > i v >ntei ; i te he s t u s. n > P < 
coextrusion process, know and understood by the skilled artisan, should be given patentable 
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weight The Examiner Is invited again to review Figures 3 anci 4, which show a core embedded in 
i ! ei t id k m la c* scn} u e v 

v s ! < > t k < N II v« \ction notes that Perez is silent about "orientation of the 

thermoplastic tons", but provides no further discussion, the grounds for rejection, or the analysis 
nv iKv\ < < > t mn 

Claim 24 recites that the multilayer article has a bending stiffness of at least 40 Newtons. 
The Office Action states that "it is reasonable to presume that the thermoplastic film layer and 
the high melt strength foam layer has a bending stiffness of at least 40 Newtons, because the 
material has a like property". 

Applicants disagree. The Examiner errs in conflating the release liner of Perez el al with 
the instant thermoplastic film layer, and further that the release liner of Perez et al would 
desirably have the same physical properties as the instant multilayer article, such as handling 
properties. Perez is directed to an adhesive article having a release liner and an adhesive layer. 
The instant article is directed to a multilayer security substrate that desirable has a bending stiff 
so as to feel comparable to paper currency (see page 13, lines 20-26. Applicants have described 
used still polymers on page 16., lines 3 to 21. Perez et ah have described useful release liner 
polymers at column 15, line 57 to column .16, line 9. In comparing Applicant's disclosure with 
the useful release inters of Perez, it is apparent that the instant stiff polymers do not coincide with 
the .materials of Perez et af While both contemplate methaerylaies, Perez et al is directed to 
higher metiiacrylai.es {such as stearyi methaerylate), while the instant stiff polymers may include 
home- and copoh mers of moth) I methaerylate. 

It is not apparent form the text of the Office Action whether the Examiner is considering 
the bending sti os nitati na a function ) the 1 irn layer the thermoplastic film yea o 
the musH ou n*\ - t I mo A -s a • tended to add the clarify ing ai guage th e i is the multilayer 
article met n.u- mo wguohc handing stuine^ 

* 1 ^ *u t\ UKl I IK u 'Ox !«i u As 

pre imam a ret; eel if-rer m ai ss limited to printing on a fibrillated surface, and printing on the 
loam surface per se os not taught or suggested. 

Claim 31 recites that the security element is dispersed in the loam layer. Again, the 
Examiner needlessly conflates the random micro fibers of t.be references, which provide no visual 
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isfibrmation, with, the visual or electronic security elements, which may be used to authenticate 
documents. 

! i! ' v ; aid element js laminated to the su tt< tilicai 
confer? i na nhodin « vhere a separate element,, such as a holographic film, or an 
IFID ! s u i rtic uuhemifkad n\ s rez et a npla n 

vw> i kht or i in u v tk ^ 1 ic x t' i j > U v. i »w > e< i I urthe? 

each the adhesive layer and the release liner are described as "coatings" rather than laminations. 
The rejection of claims 1 -4, 6-9. 1 L 13. 16-21 and 23-34 35 under USC § 102(a) as being 
anticipated by, or in the alternative, under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over WO 
2002/00982 * U.S. 6,468,451 (Perez et ai.) has been overcome and should be withdrawn. 

§ 103 Rejections 

Claim 22 stands rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over WO 
2002/00982 = U.S. 6,468,451 (Perez et ah), in view of U.S. 5,807,632 (Pedginski et al.) The 
rejection is traversed. 

i y s d bee tec release oatin id as prepa t from, ih ek se 

coating described ai column 6, line 15 to column 9, line 18. As taught in reference column I, lines 
16 to N iv j-i rjw of the release coating is to pun idc a surface to which the adhesive coating 
does not permanently adhere." Pedginski et al. do not correct the deficiencies of Perez et ah, as 

I S v. < h! )\K I » i l^tlll 1 II ) LtfoiksuUlt JuilUHs 

The rejection of claims 22 under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over WO 
2002/00982 - U.S. 6,468,45 ! (Perez et ah) in view of U.S. 5,807,632 (Pedginski et al.) has been 
overcome and should he withdrawn. 

Claims 1, 6, 1 I and 12 stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
WO 2002/00982 - U.S. 6,468,451 (Perez et ah) in view of U.S. 6,497,946 ( Kretman et ah). The 
rejections are traversed. 

Kretraan et al is directed to a. diffuse reflector articles comprising a nncroporous film, 
which is prepared by a thermally induced phase separation process. Such microporous films 
h \t a i i > different morphology that the closed cell foams of Perez et 2 in thai 

microporous films are characterized by the porosity. 
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Kretman gx al. do not correct the deficiencies of Perez ei al, as neither teaches or suggest a 
security clement. Although Kretman et al. contemplate polarizing films, they are used in a 
different construction that the instant multilayer articles. With reference to Kretman Figure 9A S 
i ! > ' x * sandwiched between the LCD array 13, and the brightness enhancing 

him 1 0. While Kretman and Perez may be combined, the combination would yield a diffuse 
reflective article, suitable for use in a LCD display, not a security substrate. 

The rejection of claims L 6, 11 and 12 under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
WO 2002/00982 - U.S. 6,468,451 (Perez et al.) in view of U.S. 6.497,946 (Kretman et al.) has 
> c (. Kndd K withdn wn. 

Claim 19 stands rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
6,468,451 (Perez et al.) in view of U.S. 5,605,729 (Mody et ah). The rejection is traversed. 

Claim 19 is directed to the construction of two foam layers and a thermoplastic film layer 
disposed therebetween. The Office Action admits that Perez et al. do not teach such a 
construction, but refer to Mody et. al to remedy the defect. 

Mody et at is directed to a storage dispensing assembly tor loop fastener materia! used in 
hook-and-loop fasteners. The Examiner refers to the construction of Figure 1 which purportedly 
shows the construction of two foam backing layers 16 and a loop layer 14 disposed therebetween 

Mody et al. do not correct the defects of Perez et al. Applicants again assert that the 
instant article is directed to substrate having security elements, not contemplated by either of the 
references.. The Office Action apparently acknowledges the distinction in noting that the article 
of Perez et al is useful in hook and loop fastener applications - as result of the fibrous 
morphology. That Perez et al and Mody ei al. both contemplate hook and loop fasteners is 
irrelevant to the insiunl claims. 

The rejection of claim 1 9 under 35 USC § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
6,468,451 (Perez eta!.} in view of U.S. 5,o0 N ' > ' - i 1 * < no should be 
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in view of the above, it is submitted that the application is in condition for allowance. 
Reeonside? 1 t >p!ica on - equested Vliowanee of claims 1 to 4 and 6 to 34, OS 
amended, at an early date is solicited. 

Respectfully submitted. 


Telephone No.: 654-733-359? 
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Facsimile .No.: 651-736-3833 


16 


